IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
LASALLE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


KEVIN KRAMER, 

PETITIONER, 
vs . 

JULIA EICKMEIER, 

RESPONDENT. 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) CASE NO. 15-F-153 

) 

) 

) 

) 


TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS had in the above-entitled 
cause on July 5, 2017, before KAREN C. EITEN, Associate Judge 
of the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit, at the Downtown 
Courthouse, 119 w. Madison Street, Ottawa, Illinois. 


REPORTED BY: 

Kala Ryan, CSR 
Official Court Reporter 
License No. 084-003164 



APPEARANCES: 


MR. ROBERT STEELE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

on behalf of the Petitioner 


MR. ERIC MISKELL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 


on behalf of the Respondent 



THE COURT: We are going on the record in Kevin Kramer, 
K-r-a-m-e-r, vs. Julia Eickmeier, E-i-c-k-m-e-i-e-r, Cause 
No. 2015-F-153. 

This is day seven of the hearing on the petition 
the verified petition for order of protection. When we 
finished on May 31st, 2017, we had concluded with the witness 
at that time. Is that correct, Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: It is, your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Call your next witness. 

MR. STEELE: I call John Atkins. 

THE COURT: You want to bring Mr. Atkins in. 

Sir, stop right there and be sworn in, please. 

(The witness was thereupon 
duly sworn.) 

THE COURT: Come have a seat up here. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Steele, go ahead. 

JOHN ATKINS, 

having been previously sworn, upon oath testified as follows 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. For the record please state your name and spell 


24 


name for the court reporter 



1 

A. 

John Atkins, A-t-k-i-n-s. 

2 

Q. 

Mr. Atkins, how are you employed? 

3 

A. 

I'm employed with the Peru Police Department. 

4 

Q. 

And what is your position there? 

5 

A. 

I am assigned to the detective division. 

6 

Q. 

Okay. And how long have you worked there? 

7 

A. 

I've worked for Peru Police Department for 

8 

approximately fifteen years. 

9 

Q. 

Okay. Have you had training in the position of 

10 

being detect 

ive? 

11 

A. 

Yes. 

12 

Q. 

What kind of training have you had? 

13 

A. 

I have had training for crime scene, training 

14 

for interviews, training for child abuse, training for sexual 

15 

assault investigations, and so on. Numerous trainings within 

16 

the fifteen ; 

/ears. 

17 

Q. 

Okay. And during that period of time, you have 

18 

performed many investigations? 

19 

A. 

Yes. 

20 

Q. 

As such, are you familiar with Kevin Kramer and 

21 

Julia Eickmeier? 

22 

A. 

Yes. 

23 

Q- 

And how are you familiar with that? 

24 

A. 

I was assigned to investigate alleged complaints 
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Q. Okay. Are you the chief investigating officer 
for the Peru Police Department on that case? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So everyone reports to you? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you review all the police reports in this 

matter? 


A. That's correct. 

Q. Directing your attention to November 24th, 2015, 

were you on duty at that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. Did you have contact with this matter at 

that time? 

A. I did. 

Q* What was the nature of your contact? 

A. I received a call from Deputy Chief Bob Piscia 

that I was supposed to go to Edwards Hospital and collect a 
sex exam kit -- or I'm sorry -- a sex assault kit. And then 
later while en route, I was told that a kit wasn't collected. 
So I didn't respond up there. 

Q. And did you know who that -- was involved in 
that collection of the kit? 


24 


A. 


As in the nurse or as in -- 



1 

Q. 

The individuals involved. 

6 

2 

A. 

It would have been Madeline Kramer and 

Julia 

3 

Eickmeier. 



4 

Q- 

So Edwards Hospital had called the Pen 

i Police 

5 

Department 

and asked you to come and collect a rape 

kit? 

6 

A. 

That's correct. 


7 

Q. 

What time did you start out for that, : 

Lf you 

8 

recall? 



9 

A. 

I believe around 4:00 -- 4:00 p.m. 


10 

Q. 

Okay. 


11 

A. 

It could have been different. 


12 

Q. 

En route then, you were called back? 


13 

A. 

That's correct. 


14 

Q. 

Why were you called back? 


15 

A. 

Because it was decided that a rape kit 

wasn't -- 

16 

or I’m sorry --a sex assault kit wasn't going to be 

done. 

17 

Q. 

Do you know what happened after that? 


18 

A. 

There had been other visits to Edwards 

Hospital 

19 

and other visits to IVCH for alleged sexual conduct. 


20 

Q. 

In the same period of time? 


21 

A. 

Yes. 


22 

MR. 

MISKELL: Well, Judge, the only objection 

I have 

23 

is with regards to the foundation as to when he went 

to 

24 

Edwards Hospital. 




THE COURT: Sustained. 
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you referred what 
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period of time --in that period of time. And I don't know 
what period of time it was. 

MR. STEELE: Okay. 

THE COURT: So the objection is sustained. 

MR. STEELE: All right. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. You said there was another visit then to Edwards 
Hospital by Julia Eickmeier? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Do you know when that was? 

MR. MISKELL: Judge, again we don't have a timeframe 
as to when he first went on the kit. 

THE COURT: He's asking now about other things. He's 
trying to lay the foundation. So overruled. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. 

BY THE WITNESS: 

A. I believe the next day. It was the 25th, 26th. 
BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- And she reported herself again to Edwards 
Hospital? 

A. That's correct. 

Q- And Edwards Hospital called again the Peru 

Police Department? 



1 

A. 

That is correct. 

2 

Q. 

Okay. On the first one on November 24th, had 

3 

she made a 

report at that time of sexual assault? 

4 

A. 

No. It was the hospital that made the first 

5 

report. 


6 

Q. 

The hospital contacted the Peru Police 

7 

Department? 


8 

A. 

Yes. 

9 

Q. 

And they advised you that she was there making a 

10 

report of some type? 

11 

A. 

That is correct. 

12 

Q. 

Was the nature of that report a sexual assault? 

13 

A. 

Yes. 

14 

Q. 

And who was the alleged perpetrator at that 

15 

time? 


16 

A. 

Kevin Kramer. 

17 

Q. 

She reported herself again to Edwards Hospital 

18 

on November 

26th? 

19 

A. 

That is correct. 

20 

Q. 

And was she making another report of sexual 

21 

assault? 


22 

A. 

Yes. 

23 

Q. 

And who was the alleged perpetrator at that 

24 

time? 
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A. 


Kevin Kramer. 
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Q. And what was said at that time as to the report 
or what had occurred? 

A. If I can review my report real quick. 

Q. Okay. 

A. The second time there was reported redness and 

yellow gunk from Madison's genitals and that Ms. Eickmeier 
believed that it was caused by Kramer rubbing on Madeline's 
diaper or possibly attempting to penetrate her through the 
diaper. 

Q. Okay. You had said Madison. Did you mean 
Madeline? 

A. I'm sorry. Madeline. 

Q. Okay. Was there more to the report at that 

time? 

A. Yeah. The nurse reported that Madeline was 
scared to death of the hospital staff, the personnel. At the 
mention -- 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going to object to that part as 
being hearsay, Judge. Move to strike. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, what's your response to his 
objection? 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. And is there a report that was made at that 
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time -- 

THE COURT: No. What's your response to his 
objection? What's your -- he is objecting to the hearsay 
nature of the testimony. 

MR. STEELE: That he is telling the court what was 
reported to the Peru Police Department for their 
investigation which he is the chief investigator upon. It 
not given for the truth of the matter but to show what his 
investigation involved. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell. 

MR. MISKELL: They are offering it for the truth of 
the matter of what was said. 

THE COURT: I agree. 

MR. STEELE: Okay. 

THE COURT: Objection is sustained. 

MR. STEELE: All right. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Based upon that, did the Peru police take any 
action at that time? 

A. No. 

Q. Was a rape kit requested at that time? 

A. There was, but it wasn't done. 

Q. Okay. Did you talk to D.C.F.S. at that time? 

A. On that day I did not. Actually, Officer 
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Kowalcyzk (phonetic) called D.C.F.S. 

Q. So they were involved at this time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. In the same period of time then, was there 

another incident the following day? 

A. There had been another incident on the 26th that 
was a follow-up where another officer had responded to 
Ms. Eickmeier's residence. 

Q. Okay. And that was a Peru Police Officer? 

A. That's correct. 

MR. MISKELL: I'm sorry. What was that last answer if 
I may. Judge? 

THE COURT: Court reporter, would you please read that 

back? 

MR. MISKELL: The question and the answer. 

(The question and answer were 
read back by the reporter.) 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- So a police officer went to the residence? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And what police officer was that? 

A. Officer Ben Bentley. 

THE COURT: How do you spell his last name? 
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THE WITNESS: It's B-e-n-t-l-e-y. 

THE COURT: Oh, okay. 

THE WITNESS: Sorry. 

THE COURT: Okay. Go head. 

THE WITNESS: I tend to mumble. Judge. If you need to 
tell me to speak up, tell me to do that. 

THE COURT: We will make sure to keep a short leash on 

you. 

Go ahead, Mr. Steele. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. All right. And Mr. Bentley appeared -- or 
Officer Bentley then appeared at Julia's residence? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And did Julia make a report of a sexual assault? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. 


MR. MISKELL: Objection, your Honor. That question 
will call for speculation -- for the hearsay of another 
officer unless he was present for that conversation, who I 
believe may have already testified -- or he has not 
testified. 


THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response. 

MR. STEELE: It's -- I'm not asking him as to det 
of the allegations, just was a report made at that time. 
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MR. MISKELL: But not taken from this officer. 

THE COURT: True. But he's just asking for the time 
line. So I'm going to overrule the objection in that regard. 

Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. And was this a report of the same incident on 
November 24th or was this a new incident? 

A. From the 26th. 

Q. Right. 

A. New incident. 

Q. So there's something else that happened between 

the 24th and 26th? 

A. Correct. 

Q. What allegedly had happened? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection now, foundation, if he was or 
was not the officer. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: Mr. Atkins --or Detective Atkins, as the 
investigating officer in charge, it is his job to investigate 
these various charges. Without necessarily testifying as to 
the conversations made at that time, he does have a charge he 
needs to investigate. 

MR. MISKELL: And he can investigate it. But with 
regards to the statements made by another officer who is not 
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available for the purposes of cross examination, that would 
be hearsay. 

MR. STEELE: I only want to know the nature of the 
charges made at that time. 

THE COURT: So you're not asking him to repeat what 
was said to the other officer? Just to verify the charges? 

MR. STEELE: The charges that have been made of an 
incident that occurred, what were the details of that 
incident. 

THE COURT: I will allow it for that limited purpose, 
but after that I believe it does become hearsay. 

Go ahead. 

BY THE WITNESS: 

A. It was an alleged sexual assault. 

BY MR. STEELE: 


Q- 

occurred? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

to Edwards. 

Q- 

records? 


Okay. And what would -- and what allegedly had 

Touching or penetration of Madeline's vagina. 
Was there a hospital visit at that time? 

I believe that was the same day that they went 

Okay. What happened next in your review of the 


24 


A. 


On 


we're still on the same? 


The 11/26? 
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1 

Q. 

Yes. 

2 

A. 

Julia just -- or Ms. Eickmeier just inquired 

3 

about visitations with Kramer since -- Madeline was supposed 

4 

to go back. 

She wasn't sure what to do. 

5 

Q. 

Okay. Was she advised to allow visitation or 

6 

was - - 


7 

A. 

Yes. 

8 

Q. 

Did she have any evidence of this alleged 

9 

incident? 


10 

A. 

Not that I recall, no. 

11 

Q. 

Okay. Was there discussion regarding pictures 

12 

or video? 


13 

A. 

Yes, there was. 

14 

Q. 

What was that -- what was she advised at that 

15 

time by your department? 

16 

A. 

Not to take any pictures of the genitals. 

17 

Q. 

Is that your policy? 

18 

A. 

No. It's not a policy. It's just something 

19 

that should 

be left to professionals. 

20 

Q. 

Was there a hospital visit after that again? 

21 

A. 

Yes. On November 27th, 2015. 

22 

Q. 

Which hospital did she go to? 

23 

A. 

This time it was IVCH -- 

24 

Q. 

Okay. 
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A. 

16 

which is Illinois Valley Community Hospital. 

2 

I 1 m sorry. 


3 


Q. 

Was the Peru Police Department contacted at that 

4 

time 

regarding this hospital visit? 

5 


A. 

Yes. 

6 


Q. 

Why was the hospital -- why was the police 

7 

department 

contacted? 

8 


A. 

It's their policy if there is an alleged sexual 

9 

assault or 

sexual abuse allegation to contact D.C.F.S. or the 

10 

Peru 

Police Department or the investigating police 

11 

depar 

tment 


12 


Q. 

At that time then did the Peru Police Department 

13 

conduct an 

investigation or take some further action? 

14 


A. 

Yes. 

15 


Q. 

What action was taken at that time? 

16 


A. 

Sergeant Piscia spoke to the hospital first, the 

17 

doctor. 


18 


THE 

COURT: Would you spell Sergeant Piscia's name? 

19 


THE 

WITNESS: Piscia is P -- sorry — i-s-c-i-a. 

20 


THE 

COURT: Thank you. 

21 

BY MR. 

. STEELE: 

22 


Q. 

And was a report given to Dr. Piscia at that 

23 

time? 



24 


A. 

Sergeant Piscia did a report about that, yes. 
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Q. Did the doctor make a report to Officer Piscia 
at that time? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. That would be hearsay. 

THE COURT: It's a yes or no question so far. But 
after that --so for now he -- 
BY THE WITNESS: 

A. Yes. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Okay. Based upon that, did the department do an 
investigation? 

A. Yes. Sergeant DeGroot actually was at the 

hospital and started another investigation. 

MR. STEELE: Could I see the exhibits, please? 

Thank you. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. I show you what is marked as Father's Exhibit 
Number 3 introduced into evidence. It's a report by 
Sergeant DeGroot of his trip to Illinois Valley Community 
Hospital. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is that a report of the incident you just 

described? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: Which Exhibit Number is that. Judge? 
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THE COURT: Father's 3. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. And did Officer DeGroot speak to Dr. Sabir at 
that time? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection again. Now -- well, that's 
yes or no. 

MR. STEELE: It's a report introduced into evidence. 
MR. MISKELL: And he already testified. So now he is 
going to ask questions what he said and then I'm not going to 
k e he is not going to be available to cross exam. 

THE COURT: If the report is already in evidence, why 
do you need him to testify -- 

MR. STEELE: For his next step in this matter. It's 
foundational. 

THE COURT: Okay. As long as it stays completely 
within the four corners of the report, the objection is 
overruled since the report is already in evidence. 

Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: Sorry. Can you repeat the question? 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Now, Dr. Sabir talked to Officer DeGroot at that 

time? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Did Dr. Sabir state concerns regarding Madeline, 
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Julia, or Kevin? 

■ Dr. Sabir advised that he was concerned -- 
MR. MISKELL: Objection now. That's hearsay. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

MR. STEELE: It's in the report. 

THE WITNESS: It's in the report. 

MR. MISKELL: It may be in the report, but I object. 

I believe it's hearsay then. 

THE COURT: You object to what? 

MR. MISKELL: The -- he's testifying as to what the 
doctor said. That's hearsay. 

THE COURT: Let's do it this way. How about if I just 
read Father's Exhibit 3 and then you can go on from there? 

MR. STEELE: Very good. 

THE COURT: Give me a moment. 

Father's 3 is admitted. Right? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE CLERK: Yeah. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

(Whereupon the court reviewed 
the exhibit.) 

THE COURT: All right. I have read Father's 
Exhibit 3. 

Go ahead, Mr. Steele. 
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BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Did Dr. Sabir state concerns at that time for 
any of the participants in this matter? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What was the nature of his concerns? 

MR. MISKELL: Again, you just read the report. 

THE COURT: I did. Mr. Steele, I have read the 
report. The report is in evidence. Beyond the report, I 
believe that would be hearsay. 

MR. STEELE: Okay. 

THE COURT: So I have read the report. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Based upon this report then, did you as a 
detective in the Peru Police Department start an 
investigation? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What was the nature of that investigation? 

A. The investigation and the nature to the alleged 
sex abuses. 

Q. What else did that investigation concern? 

A. Well, as part of an alleged sex abuse involving 
people, I do background work. I try to see if there's any 
histories. And as I did, I conducted a computer search and 
found 11 -- ill calls for service from 2009 to 2012 involving 
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Ms. Eickmeier. 

Q. Officer, before we get into that, let me finish 
up. After this November 27th hospital visit, was there 
another hospital visit on November 28th? 

A. Yeah. I believe the 28th she went back to 
Edwards Hospital. 

Q. Okay. Did Edwards Hospital contact the Peru 
Police Department at that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And was this another report of a sexual assault 
upon Madeline? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was a rape kit taken at that time? 

A. No. 

Q. All right. Then on — shortly after that, you 
began your review of this matter? 

A. Correct. 

Q. What did you review? What records? 

A. Our Peru Police Department records, the 

computerized aided dispatch records, all reports involving 
Julia Eickmeier and Kevin Kramer. 

Q. What did you find from that review of those 
records? 

A. Well, from 2009 to 2012, there was 111 calls for 
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service involving Eickmeier with 70 documented incidents from 
2012 through the present of child custody issues, alleged sex 
abuse allegations, and that's it. 

Q. Okay. What was the early incident of sexual 
abuse allegations that you found in your review of these 
records? 

A. It was a 2013 case where Ms. Eickmeier took 
Madeline to OSF in Peoria. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. That's beyond the scope of 
the petition. The allegations in the petitions don't relate 
back to 2013. 

THE COURT: Hold on. Mr. Steele, your response. 

MR. STEELE: I'm trying to find a copy of my -- 

THE COURT: Do you want to look at the court 1 s copy? 

MR. STEELE: I thought I had it here, Judge, but I may 
have to look at the court's copy. Here it is. 

THE COURT: You found it? 

MR. STEELE: I knew I would find it in this mess of 

papers. 

Paragraph 3 says the minor is nine months old. 
Respondent has been taking her to hospitals that involve -- 
alleging sexual abuse, hospitals including OSF and Peoria. 

THE COURT: What is the date -- the filing date of the 
one you're looking at? 
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MR. STEELE: This is the addendum attached to my 
petition. It's this two-page one. 

THE COURT: Do you know what date that was an addendum 
to? Because I'm looking at -- 

MR. STEELE: We have referred to this previously, 
Judge. I know that it's in the court file. 

THE COURT: Yeah. But that doesn't help me find it. 

Okay. 

MR. STEELE: Let me see if I can find it. 

THE COURT: What I'm looking at is your motion for 
emergency order of protection that was filed October 5th, 

2016, and that is not an addendum to it. 

MR. STEELE: Was it the 8/22 of 2016 one, Judge? 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: March? 

THE COURT: August it looks like. Okay. August 22nd, 

2016 . 

Mr. Miskell, do you have that document? 

MR. MISKELL: The Paragraph 4, however, refers to 
visits to medical professionals. It does not refer to any 
investigations by the police or D.C.F.S. which is what he's 
being asked to testify about. 

Paragraph 4 that he had read to you is the 
allegation that she had taken the children to doctors. He is 
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asking him about investigation and reports. 

THE COURT: Yes. So how does that make it beyond the 
scope? Actually, on November 8th, 2015 -- these are alleged 
in here so I'm going to overrule -- 

MR. MISKELL: '15. But he's asking about 2013. 

THE COURT: That's also alleged in here. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. 

THE COURT: So overruled. 

Go ahead. 

BY THE WITNESS: 

A. There was a visit to OSF in Peoria. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. At that time Madeline was nine months old? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Do you know the date of that visit? 

A. That would have been, I believe, November 10th 

excuse me one second -- November 10th, 2013. 

Q. At that time was the Peru Police Department 
contacted by the hospital or someone working for the 
hospital? 

A. They were actually contacted by the Peoria 
Police Department. 

Q. Okay. And the Peoria Police Department was 

seeking assistance from the Peru Police Department? 
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MR. MISKELL: No foundation as to this officer's 
knowledge. 

THE COURT: Sustained based on foundation. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Was a police report made in October -- excuse me 
-- November 10th, 2013? 

A. Just a CAD entry which is a documentation of it. 

Q. And that documentation was made at the time of 
the incident? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is that made by a Peru Police Officer? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is that done under your direction and under your 
control? 

A. It wouldn't be under my control. It was before 
I was in investigations, but it was done. 

Q. Do you have access to those records -- 

A. Yes. 

Q. --as part of your investigative process? 

Do you rely upon those records as part of your 
investigative process? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you rely upon their accuracy and veracity. 

Is that correct? 



26 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


A. Correct. 

Q. Now, you're now investigating the issues of 

sexual abuse and -- allegations of sexual abuse made by Julia 
Eickmeier against Kevin Kramer. Is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. As part of that investigation, did you then 

consult these prior records? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: These are leading questions, Judge. 

MR. STEELE: It's foundational. 

THE COURT: Overruled. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Did you then review those records and find a 
record from November 10th, 2013? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you review that record? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What was the nature of the contact at that time? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. It's still hearsay. We have 
no foundation as to even who prepared it, who they talked to 
at Peoria, who Peoria talked to at the hospital which is 
double hearsay. It's an improper question. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response. 

MR. STEELE: He's doing an investigation. As part of 
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that investigation of the history and the contact between 
these two parties, he has reviewed all of the police records 
regarding the contact between these two parties which 
involves 70 some records of child custody, sexual 
allegations, and other instances between the two parties. I 
asked him when that began and what the first record was. He 
is now reporting upon the results of his investigation. 

THE COURT: But you're asking for the content of the 
record which I agree with Mr. Miskell then gets into hearsay. 
If we're just talking about the dates of contact and that 
sort of thing, I agree that you can go into that. But I 
don't agree that it overcomes hearsay just because it's part 
of their investigation unless you have something that you can 
direct me to. 

MR. STEELE: Okay. 

THE COURT: If you want to take -- you know what? 

We're coming right up on the noon hour. And sir, I know you 
have been in the hallway all morning. I apologize for the 
court's docket, but it is what it is. 

Let's --if you have something that you can 
provide me after the lunch hour, then let's take a look at 
that then and I will rule. 

You can step down for the time being. It's my 
understanding this witness has to be in front of a Grand Jury 
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this afternoon. 

MR. STEELE: That's correct, your Honor. 

THE COURT: What's your schedule this afternoon, sir? 

THE WITNESS: After Grand Jury, I'm -- this is what 
I'm doing. 

THE COURT: What time do you think you can come back? 

THE WITNESS: I'm going to try to be there before 1:15 
so I can sneak in in front of everybody. So shortly after 
that. So I'm hoping before 2:00 o'clock. 

THE COURT: Okay. So let's plan to reconvene at 2:00 
o'clock. 

With regard to the attorneys, you can present me 
anything -- I will be here over the lunch hour -- so if you 
have any case law you want me to look at with regard to this 
issue, you can bring it to me over the lunch hour. 

You can step down, sir. Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

(Whereupon the Court took 
a recess.) 

THE COURT: Go ahead and have a seat folks. Thanks. 

All right. We are going back on the record in 
2015-F-153, Kevin Kramer vs. Julia Eickmeier. The parties 
are once again present, each with their attorneys. 

Over the lunch hour -- extended lunch hour -- 
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Mr. Steele provided some law for the court to review, and I 
have reviewed that. Let's --is the witness back? Is your 
witness back? 

MR. STEELE: Yes, he is, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. You want to bring in the detective, 

please. 

(Whereupon the witness was 
brought into the courtroom.) 

THE COURT: Come on back up, sir. You are still under 

oath. 

All right. The pending objection at the time we 
broke for lunch was with regard to hearsay. And I have 
discussed with the attorneys in chambers before coming into 
court and I have reviewed the law that was provided by 
Mr. Steele. 

My ruling is that anything beyond the 
information that was provided to the Peru Police Department 
by whatever the contact was, whether it was a hospital or 
another police department, anything beyond that initial 
information would be considered in my view hearsay. 

So go ahead, Mr. Steele. 

MR. MISKELL: Your Honor, can I be heard on that issue 
just real quick? 

THE COURT: Yes. 
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MR. MISKELL: The only thing that I would like to 
point out with regards to Section --or Rule of Evidence 803, 
Subsection 8, is that a public record exception under -- the 
use of a public record under that rule and Rule 902 and 
Rule 1005 requires a certification of the public record by 
custodian of the records and that testimony be sufficient 
under Rule 1005 that says it's not admissible if there's no 
certificate under 902 or whether a witness could testify that 
the copies provided were compared with the originals and the 
originals are the same. That's it. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, that is not a part of 803-8. 
He's reading into it exceptions which are not set forth in 
there. 

THE COURT: The portions that I think Mr. Miskell is 
referring to are in 803-6, I believe. 

MR. MISKELL: Well, 803-8 specifically mentions and 
exempts from the hearsay rule police reports, accident 
reports, criminal cases, medical records, and observations by 
police officers and other law enforcement personnel unless 
the sources of the information or other circumstance indicate 
lack of trustworthiness. 

So they specifically exempt from the public 
records and reports exception police officers, their 
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observations from themselves and from other law enforcement 
personnel. 

THE COURT: What's your -- I don't -- I don 1 1 
understand what you're indicating. 

MR. MISKELL: 803 is the exceptions to hearsay. 

THE COURT: It is. 

MR. MISKELL: And then they excepted the exception -- 
THE COURT: 803-8? 

MR. MISKELL: And then they except the exception when 
it comes to police reports, criminal cases, medical records, 
and observations by police officers and other law enforcement 
personnel. So those are still hearsay because they're not -- 
they're an exception to the exception. 

MR. STEELE: That's in criminal -- that's in criminal 

cases. 

MR. MISKELL: No. 

MR. STEELE: This is not a criminal case. 

MR. MISKELL: No. No. Criminal cases -- 
THE COURT: I'm looking at 803.8, public records and 
reports. And you say in there it sets forth an exception to 
the exception. 

MR. MISKELL: Correct. 

THE COURT: Where do you see that in there? 

MR. MISKELL: Records, reports, statements, or data 
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compilations in any form of public offices or agencies 
setting forth (A), the activities of the office or agency; or 
(B), matters observed pursuant to duty imposed by law as to 
which matters there was a duty to report excluding police 
reports in criminal cases, medical records, and matters 
observed by police officers and other law enforcement 
personnel. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: So it's an exception to an exception. 

THE COURT: But I'm saying that they can -- the actual 
conveyance of the incident is not excepted --is not an 
exception to the exception. 

MR. MISKELL: If the officer who is testifying is 
actually the person receiving the declarant, the declaration 
from the medical provider. But if the person who is 
testifying is not the person receiving the exempted hearsay, 
then it's the hearsay of the officer he's relying on is the 
part that's the exception to the exception. 

THE COURT: No. I disagree. Okay. I'm going to 
allow it. 

Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. You had testified to an incident at OSF in 
Peoria in 2013. Is that correct? 
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A. That is correct. 

Q. At that point the Peru Police Department 
received a report that Kramer had sexually assaulted Madeline 

A. That's correct. 

Q. -- made by Julia. Is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection as to made by Julia. No 
foundation. 

MR. STEELE: I think he already testified to it. 

MR. MISKELL: Still foundation in the record. 

THE COURT: What do you mean he already testified to 
it, Mr. Steele? This morning? 

MR. STEELE: He already testified to the 2013 incident 
I believe. I can go back -- 

THE COURT: Yes, he did. 

MR. MISKELL: Well, I think he testified that he 
recalled a call from the Peoria Police Department involving 
Mr. Kramer and allegations. Did not testify to who the 
declarant to the officers were. That's my objection. 

THE COURT: Okay. I'm going to allow it. 

Go ahead. 

MR. STEELE: My memory was he had said it was Julia 
Eickmeier. 
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THE COURT: I don't see it in my notes, but I'm going 
to allow the testimony. 

Go ahead, sir. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. In the Peoria incident, does your report show 
who had made the allegation that Kramer had sexually 
assaulted Madeline? 

A. No. The report states that Julia was at OSF -- 

MR. MISKELL: Object to what the report states. 

Report was already in evidence and we already read it. 

THE COURT: From the 2013 incident? We read the 
report from the 2015 incident at Edwards Hospital. 

MR. MISKELL: No. Because I objected to the 2013 one 
saying -- believing that it was not part of the original 
petition if you recall. 

THE COURT: And we went through all that and it was 
part of the petition. 

MR. MISKELL: So we had talked about that is what I'm 

saying. 

THE COURT: You're saying that there is a report 
already in evidence? 

MR. MISKELL: No. 

THE COURT: Where are my exhibits? That's not what 
you're saying? 
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MR. MISKELL: No. But I understand what you're 
saying. The report you read you believe was from 2015. 

MS. EICKMEIER: You guys were back there for 50 
minutes talking about this. Why are you talking about this? 

THE COURT: Do you need a break to talk to your 

client? 

MR. MISKELL: Sure. 

MS. EICKMEIER: You guys spent 50 minutes talking 
about this behind chambers. 

THE COURT: We will take a brief recess. 

Let my bailiff know when you're ready to come 
back into court. 

(Whereupon the Court took 
a recess.) 

THE COURT: Let's go back on the record. 

All right. Are you ready to proceed now, 

Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. 

THE COURT: Okay. I think that we just had a 
misunderstanding, Mr. Miskell. I think you were saying that 
it's already in evidence, but you were referring to the 2015. 

MR. MISKELL: Right. The 2013 report is not in 
evidence. Correct? It has not been marked and offered, has 
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THE COURT: 2015. 

MR. MISKELL: '13. '13. 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MISKELL: Yeah. Yeah. 

THE COURT: Okay. Go ahead, Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: What was my last question? 

(The question and a partial 
answer were read back 
by the reporter.) 

THE COURT: The objection is overruled with regard to 
that limited information. 

BY MR. STEELE: 


Q. You can finish your answer. 

A. (Continuing.) -- making accusations against 
Kramer, Kevin Kramer. That's what it says. 

Q. In your review of the records, is there another 
incident where Julia made an allegation against Kevin Kramer? 
A. 2014 -- yeah. 2014 there was another one. 

Q. When was that? 

A. That would have been October 23rd, 2014. 

Q. And where did that report come from? 

A. That one came from Illinois Valley Community 

Hospital. 

Q. What was the nature of the report? 


24 
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A. She said she was reporting child abuse. 

Q. Okay. And you say she. Who was the she? 

A. It said Eickmeier who was there reporting a 
child abuse. 

Q. Okay. Did you also find denials of visitation 
in your review of these records? 

• I did find a similarity that every time an 
allegation -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. No foundation. That was a 
yes or no question. 

THE COURT: All right. Answer the question yes or no 
BY THE WITNESS: 

A. Yes. I found similarities. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. What did you find? 

A. I found similarities that every time there was e 
court appearance or something similar, close -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection as to foundation of the court 
dates he is aware of. 

THE COURT: Well, I'll sustain that. 

MR. STEELE: Okay. 

THE COURT: What further -- you can try and lay a 
foundation. 

MR. STEELE: All right. 
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BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. You're aware this matter has been in court on 
numerous occasions? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And did you find denials of visitation? 

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry? 

MS. REPORTER: What was the question? 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Did you find Julia denying Kevin visitation -- 

A. Yes. 

Q. -- from your review of the records? 

right. There's a denial of visitation, was 
there, in December of 2015? 

MR. MISKELL: Leading, Judge. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: All right. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Do you have your records with you to see what 
you found? 

A. I don't have the exact date on the last denial. 

Q. Okay. All right. Do you have a report in your 

listing, Report Number 14-19393? 

MR. MISKELL: Date, please. 

BY THE WITNESS: 
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A. 14-19393? 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Yes. 

A. I do not have that listed. 

Q. Okay. 14-19393. 

A. Oh, I'm sorry. Yes. I do. It's in the -- it's 
just referenced. Kramer was denied visitation. 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going to object when he says it's 
listed, it's referenced. I don't really know what he's 
talking about unless he actually has the actual police report 
m front of him. If it's a summary, that's different with 
regards to public records. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. What does police report 14-19393 show? 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going to object because he's looking 
through documents and I don't know what he's looking at, 

Judge. 

THE COURT: Hold on a second. 

Is your client referring to Father's Exhibit 2 
which is this dispatch sheet? Is that what's being referred 
to? 

MR. STEELE: No. No. He has --he made a summary. 

MR. MISKELL: He made a summary? Then Judge, under 
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Rule 1006 of evidence, summaries are to be made available to 
the other side and the supporting documentation and all the 
supporting documentation is supposed to be available to the 
other party before it can be used. 

MR. STEELE: That was provided to Mr. Miskell at the 
last hearing. Somebody maybe made a misstatement. It is a 
police report that he made. 

MR. MISKELL: Can I see what he's looking at? 

THE COURT: Yes. Mr. Steele, will you provide 
Mr. Miskell a copy? 

MR. STEELE: I did. 

THE COURT: Can he look at your copy for a moment so 
he can verify what's being referred to? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. Yes. 

(Whereupon Attorney Miskell 
reviewed the document.) 

MR. MISKELL: May I voir dire the witness with regards 
to his document? 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Sir, I'm showing you -- let's mark it -- do we 
know where I'm at on exhibits? 

THE COURT: Madam clerk. 
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1 

MR. 

STEELE: Is it 9 or 10? 

2 

THE COURT: Next one will be 10. 

3 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

4 

Q. 

Showing you what I'm marking as Mother's Exhibit 

5 

Number 10 


6 

A. 

That should be Number 3 right there. That's the 

7 

one we already got in. Okay. 

8 

Q. 

can you tell me what is in Mother's Exhibit 

9 

Number 10? 


10 

A. 

It is my report that I compiled documenting past 

11 

incidents, 

complaints, putting a summary together of -- 

12 

Q. 

Was that prepared in anticipation of this 

13 

testimony ; 

so that you would have a summary? 

14 

A. 

No. This was prepared on December 1st, 2015. 

15 

Q. 

Okay. 

16 

A. 

It was part of my investigation into going 

17 

through and finding similarities and getting the truth on 

18 

what's going on -- 

19 

Q. 

Okay. 

20 

A. 

-- proving or disproving if something happened. 

21 

Q. 

Okay. What else -- when did you provide that 

22 

summary to 

Mr. Steele? 

23 

A. 

We have had numerous meetings. I couldn't tell 

24 

you when. 

Hasn't been recently. It has been a while ago. 
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Q. 

What else is in that paper-clipped exhibit? 

2 


A. 

Let's see. There's my report. All the reports. 

3 

These are the attached CAD's that correspond to some of 

4 

the 

-- 


5 


Q. 

What is a -- 

6 


A. 

A CAD is computer aided dispatch. It's just a 

7 

log. 

It' s 

not a full report. 

8 


Q. 

Okay. 

9 


A. 

And it's reference to the numbers in here. 

10 


Q. 

A computer aided dispatch? 

11 


A. 

Yes. So when an officer is dispatched to a call 

12 

and 

actually makes an addition to what he does, if it's not a 

13 

crim 

inal case or suspicious circumstances, they're not tagged 

14 

as criminal 


15 


Q. 

An d then you have actual police reports? 

16 


A. 

Yes. 

17 


Q. 

Now, when you have a police report, there's a 

18 

case 

number 

and then there's a date. 

19 


A. 

That's correct. 

20 


Q. 

Well, there's a number. 14- and then a number? 

21 


A. 

Yes. 

22 


Q. 

14 means the year? 

23 


A. 

Uh-huh. 

24 


Q- 

And then the number means that sequence of 
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report for that year. Is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And if a - if a report or a document does not 
have -- these are 13? 

^■ Yeah. It goes in through the reference. 

Q- And are -- is it your testimony that all of 
these reports and these CAD's are not -- are generated 
originally from you? 

A. I don't understand the question. 

Q. Were all of the reports and the CAD's that are 
on there, are they all with regards to activities that you 
undertook? 

A. No. Just CAD's that are part of my 
investigation. 

MR. MISKELL: Your Honor, that exhibit was not 
provided to me. The first time I saw that was today. 

MR. STEELE: It was provided to him on May 31st. I 
gave him a file -- manila file folder with four documents -- 

MR. MISKELL: Not with that. 

MR. STEELE: -- all the documents I'm going to use 
today as the court asked me last time to make sure Mr. 

Miskell had copies of all the documents. I gave it to him on 
May 31st telling him Mr. Atkins was my next witness. Here's 
all the exhibits pertaining to Mr. Atkins. 


It was done in 
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open court. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell. 

MR. MISKELL: I do have what Mr. Steele gave me which 
is about 100 pages, but they're all Peru police reports. I 
don't have any of those CAD's that they're talking about. 
These computed -- what did you call them? Computed aided 
dispatch? 

THE WITNESS: Something like that, yeah. 

MR. STEELE: He is not relying upon -- 

THE COURT: Well, the report that you just looked at, 
is that in the documents that you were provided? 

MR. MISKELL: Date again, sir. 

THE WITNESS: This one would be December 1st, 2015. 
Probably be easier to look for a Case Number on it. 

MR. MISKELL: I have November 15th, 2015. And then my 
next report -- did you say 15th, sir? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: I have November 15th, 2015. My next 
report is dated February 19th, 2016 through September 21st, 
2016. And my reports start on -- it's in 2014. 

December 11th, 2014. So I have reports from December 11th, 
2014, through September 21st, 2016 excepting the one that the 
gentleman just spoke of. Having a summary --a summary would 
have been helpful to be honest with you. 
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THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: It was delivered in a package I gave to 
Mr. Miskell. There was four sets of these paper-clipped 
files which were given to him at the time of the last 
hearing. 

THE COURT: Okay. Well, here's the thing. 

MR. MISKELL: One more thing -- or I'm sorry. 

THE COURT: What? 

MR. MISKELL: And if he's being called to testify as 
an expert in the legal field, police enforcement, none of 
these opinions or documents were provided as being pursuant 
to Rule 213 (f) . 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: He is a police detective. He is 
testifying to his investigation. 

THE COURT: I don't think that that's -- did you 
identify him as a witness in 213? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE COURT: In response to 213? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE COURT: What is your complaint? That his 213 
disclosure is deficient in what way? 

MR. MISKELL: You're required to put in all of your 
opinions that you're expected to testify to and you're 
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supposed to put in all of the documents, you're curriculum 
vitae, and those issues with regards to your testimony. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response. 

MR. STEELE: Well, number one, Mr. Miskell never filed 
any discovery requesting a list of witnesses from me. 

THE COURT: Holy cow. Let's take a recess. I want to 
see the attorneys in chambers. Bring your discovery files. 

(Whereupon the Court took 
a recess.) 

THE COURT: Let's go back on the record in 2015-F- 153 . 

After discussion in chambers, Mr. Miskell was 
provided a document that he believed he could review and go 
forward from that point. Is that correct, Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. It was 15 pages, Judge. 

THE COURT: And you have reviewed it. Is that 
correct? 

MR. MISKELL: Somewhat, yes. I will be able to review 
it ahead of the questions. 

THE COURT: All right. Would you bring the detective 
back in, please? 

(Whereupon the witness was 
brought into the courtroom.) 

THE COURT: Sir, come on up. You are still under 

oath. 



Go ahead, Mr. Steele. 
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Before we go ahead, I believe we have now 
resolved any discovery issue. Is that correct, Mr. Miskell? 
MR. MISKELL: I hope so, yes. 

THE COURT: Okay. Go ahead, Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: What was my last question, please? 

(A question was read back 
by the reporter.) 

THE WITNESS: I believe I answered -- 

MR. STEELE: That may have been Mr. Miskell's voir 

dire. 

THE COURT: All right. Well, let's just go on to your 
next question. 

MR. STEELE: I lost my place. All right. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. So after you prepared your summary of various 
allegations made by Julia against Kevin, what was your next 
step after that? 

A. Called a Justin Miller to follow up on some 
information. 

Q. Okay. Was that related to this matter? 

A. It was -- yes. 

Q. And how was that related to this matter? 

A. I received information that Ms. Eickmeier 
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reached out to Justin Miller via Facebook asking to take care 
of her problem, and I just wanted to make sure that it wasn't 
a threat or any harm towards Mr. Kramer. 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going to object. Move to strike the 
portion of anything my client would have said because that 
would have been on a Facebook, social media, without any 
proper foundation. 

THE COURT: Sustained as to foundation. 

Go ahead and lay the foundation of how that 
information came into the hands of your client --or your 
witness. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. How did that information come to your attention? 

A. It was reported to the Peru Police Department 
and the CAD is 15-17039. 

Q. Did you investigate that threat? 

A. Yes. 

Q. As a result of that, were any charges filed? 

A. No. 

Q- Okay. After that then, was there another 
allegation against Mr. Kramer? 

A. I believe there -- yes, there was another 

allegation. It wasn't until October. 

Q• Was there one -- excuse me -- 
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A. I'm sorry. There should have been one in April 
of 2016. 

Q. Okay. Was there one made on December 4th, 2015 
from your review of the records? 

A. Yes. December 4th, 2015. Officer Conness, 
C-o-n-n-e-s-s -- I'm sorry. He was the original in this. 
Officer Bradley Anderson, A-n-d-e-r-s-o-n, was the one who 
responded. 

MR. MISKELL: Which number was this? 

THE WITNESS: It's in the back of People's Exhibit 10. 
It's the very last report on People's Exhibit 10, the very 
last pages. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. 

THE COURT: Mother's 10. 

THE WITNESS: Mother's 10. Sorry. 

THE COURT: That's okay. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. And who made the allegation? 

A. Julia Eickmeier. 

Q. What was the allegation made? 

A. That Kevin had grabbed Madeline's crotch. 

Mr. Kramer. 

Q. Okay. Now, at this time you are the chief 
investigating officer in this matter? 
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A. Yes. This is still continuation of the one I 
started, yes. 

Q- Okay. So this is brought to your attention? 

A. Yes. And they were all -- because of the 

ongoing allegations, they were all lumped in one case number 
to keep track of them. 

Q. Okay. Do you know at this time if -- from your 
review of the records, was Mr. Kramer getting his visitation? 

A. I can't say from this — from this record, no. 

Q. What did you do for the follow-up on that 
investigation on that allegation of December 4th? 

A. Well, I took the report -- or I'm sorry. I 
reviewed the report and then I called YSB. 

Q. Okay. 

A. Because YSB had a case worker assigned to assist 
Mrs. Eickmeier. 

Q. Okay. And what happened then? 

A. And then I was informed that Ms. Eickmeier 

declined services with YSB. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Hearsay. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

Next question. 

MR. STEELE: All right. 

BY MR. STEELE: 



1 

Q. 

Did you contact D.C.F.S. yourself? 

2 

A. 

Yes. 

3 

Q. 

Okay. And was this case -- this latest 

4 

allegation, 

, do you know what the result of that was? 

5 

A. 

It was unfounded and -- 

6 

MR. 

MISKELL: Objection. No foundation. 

7 

THE 

COURT: Sustained. 

8 

BY MR. STEELE: 

9 

Q. 

As far as your investigation, were any criminal 

10 

charges filed? 

11 

A. 

No. 

12 

Q. 

Okay. why was that? 

13 

A. 

There was no evidence of any sexual abuse. 

14 

Q. 

What happened next? 

15 

A. 

Later I scheduled an interview with 

16 

Ms. Eickmeier -- 

17 

Q. 

All right. 

18 

A. 

at the Peru Police Department. 

19 

Q. 

And did she reach out to you at that time? 

20 

A. 

Yes. 

21 

Q. 

When did she contact you? 

22 

A. 

She contacted me on January 15th, 2016. 

23 

Q. 

What did she tell you at that time? 

24 

A. 

That she -- advised me that she had filed 
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criminal sexual abuse reports against Kramer for touching 
their daughter. 

Q. All right. What did you say to her at that 

time? 

A. I was advised of the reports and would like to 
speak to her in person, Peru Police Department. 

Q. Did she speak further on the telephone to you at 
that time? 

A. Yeah. She -- 

Q. What did she tell you at that time? 

A. She advised me that it's not the first incident. 
She reported to LaSalle P.D., LaSalle Police Department. A 
second one was on Tuesday, January 12th, 2016, at her 
residence. I told her I would speak to her more. And then 
she advised me that Madeline was grabbing Mr. Kramer's penis 
but she referred to it as wiener. 

Q. What more was said at that time, if anything? 

A. I just advised her that I would speak to her 
further at the Peru Police Department on January 18th. 

Q. Okay. And did she show up at the Peru Police 
Department on January 18th? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What happened at that time? 

A. Myself and Detective Sergeant Hocking 
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interviewed her and it was video and audio recorded. 

Q. Do you have that video and audio recording with 
you today? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q- Has that been kept in your evidence locker? 

A. Yes. There's one that's -- this is a copy. The 

original is actually in evidence. 

MR. STEELE: Okay. Your Honor, I would ask leave of 
court to use the copy if the court would allow it. If not, I 
have him come back with the original. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell. 

MR. MISKELL: I have no objection. 

THE COURT: All right. Then that will be allowed. 

MR. MISKELL: Do we know approximately how long that 
video is? 

THE COURT: I don't. 

MR. STEELE: It's about twenty minutes I think. Is 
that about right? 

THE WITNESS: Yeah. If not a little -- 

THE COURT: So are you going to play that at this 

time? 

MR. STEELE: I was going to play it now, yes. 

MR. MISKELL: No objection. 

THE COURT: Okay. Go ahead. 
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My court reporter is not going to take down the 
audio for this one because it exists in disc form. 

MR. STEELE: Do you have the CD? 

Is this fine to have it here, Judge? 

THE COURT: Pardon? 

MR. STEELE: Would you like to have it on this bench 
here? Is that okay to view it at? 

THE COURT: That's fine. 

All right. Is it ready, Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: It's loading up, yes. Judge. 

(Whereupon video and audio were 
viewed in open court.) 

THE COURT: All right. That was 20 minutes in lawyer 
speed time which was really 45 minutes. 

So I'm going to break for the day. 

MR. STEELE: I apologize, your Honor. 

THE COURT: We have to get some housekeeping done. 

MR. STEELE: Is the witness excused at this point? Is 
the witness excused? 

THE COURT: Yes. I apologize for all the delays. 

MR. STEELE: We are set for Friday. 

THE COURT: Pardon? 

MR. STEELE: We are set to come back on Friday. 

THE COURT: Are you available Friday? 
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THE WITNESS: Yeah. That's right before --as long as 
I get out at 4:00. I've got -- I'm leaving for vacation 
right after that. 

THE COURT: That will be good. 

Are we set at 9:30 on Friday? What does Friday 

look like? 

THE WITNESS: Would you like me to hold onto this or 
does it need to be put -- 

MR. STEELE: I would like to put the CD into evidence, 
your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, any objection to that being 
marked and admitted into evidence? 

MR. MISKELL: The tape? The DVD? No, ma'am. 

THE COURT: Why don't we plan to try and start at 
10:00 o'clock. It looks like I have kept the day light 
except for you folks. So 10:00 o'clock. What are we going 
to do about the extension of the order? 

MR. MISKELL: Well, there is an order in place. 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. STEELE: I ask that it be extended, your Honor. 

MR. MISKELL: Apparently, the order expired June 1st. 

THE COURT: Detective, you are free to go. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

THE COURT: We will see you back on Friday at 10:00. 
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While we're in the midst of the hearing on the 
matter, I'm going to keep the order in place. Draft an 
extension and let's not let it lapse again. 

MR. STEELE: I will do so, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Let's do it so we can get that done today. 
That's all. 

(Whereupon the proceedings 
were concluded 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 

) 

COUNTY OF LASALLE ) 


I, Kala Ryan, an Official Court Reporter in the 
Thirteenth Judicial Circuit of the State of Illinois, County 
of LaSalle, do hereby certify that I reported in machine 
shorthand the proceedings had in this cause; that I 
thereafter caused the foregoing to be transcribed into text, 
which I certify to be an accurate transcription of my 
shorthand notes of the proceedings in this cause had before 
KAREN C. EITEN, Judge of said court. 
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